
Responses:

We appreciate all comments concerning the nine TMDLs submitted to the Federal Register and
noticed November 13, 2000.  EPA responses to these comments are found below.

Response to comment in paragraph 3 at left:  No dischargers currently have permit limits for
sulfates, chlorides, or total dissolved solids (TDS).  These TMDLs require dischargers to meet
criteria for these parameters at “end-of-pipe”.  By meeting criteria at “end-of-pipe”, point sources
will not cause or contribute to water quality standards violations.  The criteria are the concentrations
used to calculate the wasteload allocations (WLAs).  As a result, all point sources will be required to
have permits for sulfates, chlorides, and TDS where none had them previously. 

Response to comment in paragraph 4 at left and corresponding page:  Louisiana water quality
standards state that numerical criteria for total dissolved solids, sulfates, and chlorides “generally
represent the arithmetic mean of existing data from the nearest sampling location plus three standard
deviations.”

The rationale for using average concentration to calculate the current loading is consistent with the
water quality criteria for chloride, sulfate, and TDS adopted by LDEQ.  The water quality criteria
for these parameters are based on the arithmetic mean of existing data from the nearest sampling
location plus three standard deviations.  The water quality criteria include three standard deviations
which represent the variability of the mean concentration on a long-term basis.  Therefore, the
current loading represents the average loading measured at the monitoring station based on readily
available data.

EPA used water quality criteria to calculate TMDLs and  WLAs because the water quality criteria
are the maximum allowable ambient concentrations.  Use of such criteria also provide for the most
conservative approach as it is assumed that dilution is zero.  The TMDLs are also viewed as the
maximum assimilative capacity of the stream above background. 

Whenever the average concentration is lower than the water criteria, the current loadings should be
lower than the TMDL.   As a result, no load reduction is needed.  Although the average
concentration is below the water quality criterion, some of the individual measurements could be
above the water quality standards just due to the statistical chance and temporal and spatial
variability in the measurements not accounted for in establishing the water quality criteria. 

Although no load reduction will be required as a result of the TMDLs for Bayou Cocodrie (TDS)
and Bayou Teche (chlorides), no increase in loads via point and/or non-point sources will be allowed
until additional data clearly demonstrate that the criteria are not being exceeded in greater than 30%
of the measurements in either of these water bodies.  This has been clearly indicated in both of these
documents. 



Response:

Response to comment in paragraph 1 at left:  No dischargers currently have permit limits for
sulfates, chlorides, or TDS.  These TMDLs require dischargers to meet criteria for these parameters
at “end-of-pipe”.  By meeting criteria at “end-of-pipe”, point sources will not cause or contribute to
water quality standards violations.  The criteria are the concentrations used to calculate the
wasteload allocations (WLAs).  As a result, all point sources will be required to have permits for
sulfates, chlorides, and TDS where none had them previously.

It should also be noted that WLAs were calculated in the draft sulfate TMDL for the Vermilion
River (subsegments 060801 and 060802) in Table 2.  Table 2 has been moved to Appendix A of the
final TMDL.  Also, based on new information, the number of dischargers has been increased from
90 to 139.  WLAs have also been calculated for these dischargers. 

Response to comment in paragraph 2 at left:  TDS, chlorides, and sulfates are not parameters
that generally require critical conditions.  Parameters such as dissolved oxygen, for example, are
affected by other conditions such as temperature.  TDS, chlorides, and sulfates are not.  As for
existing limits, there are none.  All limits are new.

Response to comment in paragraph 3 at left: EPA regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vii)
require that effluent limits in NPDES permits for point sources be consistent with assumptions and
requirements of wasteload allocations for the discharge contained in an EPA-approved TMDL.  To
address that requirement, EPA guidance provides that in watersheds impaired by a blend of point
and nonpoint sources, where any wasteload allocation to a point source is increased based on the
assumption that loads from nonpoint sources will be reduced, the State should provide reasonable
assurances that the nonpoint source load allocations will in fact be achieved (See Robert Perciasepe,
Assistant Administrator, Office of Water, New Policies for Establishing and Implementing Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs), August 8, 1997, p.5).  EPA’s current guidance and policies on
the establishment of TMDLs does not yet specifically address implementation of TMDLs for waters
impaired only by nonpoint sources or by a blend of point and nonpoint sources in which nonpoint
sources dominate. However, if a point source receives an allocation in a TMDL for such a
waterbody, EPA believes, consistent with established policy, that a State should still provide some
assurances that required nonpoint source load reductions will occur in the future. Those assurances
will be evaluated by EPA on a TMDL-by-TMDL basis.

EPA has stated that “[t]he primary implementation mechanism [for waters impaired solely or
primarily by nonpoint sources] will generally be the State section 319 nonpoint source management
program coupled with State, local and Federal land management programs and authorities”
(Perciasepe Memo at p.5).   The LDEQ receives federal funding under the Clean Water Act Section
319(h) Nonpoint Source program.  The Louisiana Nonpoint Source Management Plan identifies
that the LDEQ will continue to work cooperatively with the federal, state and local partners that
assist them in  the implementation of statewide educational programs and watershed protection and
restoration projects to restore the designated uses of waterbodies. The Management Plan also
identifies the State’s goal to address nonpoint sources of pollution in the Mermentau/Vermilion
basin by the end of 2007.  It is anticipated that the state will evaluate if actions have been successful

in restoring designated uses in the Mermentau/Vermilion basins by the end of 2008.  EPA Region 6
feels that, based on the Perciasepe memo, this offers a reasonable assurance that NPS reductions will
occur.



Response:

Response to comments in paragraph 4 of previous page:  No dischargers currently have permit
limits for sulfates, chlorides, or TDS.  These TMDLs require dischargers to meet criteria for these
parameters at “end-of-pipe”.  By meeting criteria at “end-of-pipe”, point sources will not cause or
contribute to water quality standards violations.  The criteria are the concentrations used to calculate
the wasteload allocations (WLAs).  As a result, all point sources will be required to have permits for
sulfates, chlorides, and TDS where none had them previously.

In response to the comment in the last sentence, it should be noted that these TMDLs and the
estimated current loads were developed using average annual flows as opposed to low flows.

Response to comment in paragraph 1 at left:  On July 14, 2000, President Clinton signed the
Military Construction Appropriations Bill which includes a rider prohibiting the obligation or
expenditure of funds made available for fiscal years 2000 and 2001 to implement the new TMDL
rule.  Because implementation plans, and the development and/or approval by EPA of
implementation plans is part of the new TMDL rule, it is EPA's interpretation that implementation
will not be included in EPA developed TMDLs.



Response:



Response:



Response:



Response:



Response:

Response to comment #1 at left and corresponding page:  Louisiana water quality standards
state that numerical criteria for total dissolved solids, sulfates, and chlorides “generally represent the
arithmetic mean of existing data from the nearest sampling location plus three standard deviations.”

The rationale for using average concentration to calculate the current loading is consistent with the
water quality criteria for chloride, sulfate, and TDS adopted by LDEQ.  The water quality criteria
for these parameters are based on the arithmetic mean of existing data from the nearest sampling
location plus three standard deviations.  The water quality criteria include three standard deviations
which represent the variability of the mean concentration on a long-term basis.  Therefore, the
current loading represents the average loading measured at the monitoring station based on readily
available data.

EPA used water quality criteria to calculate TMDLs and  WLAs because the water quality criteria
are the maximum allowable ambient concentrations.  Use of such criteria also provide for the most
conservative approach as it is assumed that dilution is zero.  The TMDLs are also viewed as the
maximum assimilative capacity of the stream above background. 

Whenever the average concentration is lower than the water criteria, the current loadings should be
lower than the TMDL.   As a result, no load reduction is needed.  Although the average
concentration is below the water quality criterion, some of the individual measurements could be
above the water quality standards just due to the statistical chance and temporal and spatial
variability in the measurements not accounted for in establishing the water quality criteria.

Although no load reduction will be required as a result of the TMDLs for Bayou Cocodrie (TDS)
and Bayou Teche (chlorides), no increase in loads via point and/or non-point sources will be allowed
until additional data clearly demonstrate that the criteria are not being exceeded in greater than 30%
of the measurements in either of these water bodies.  This has been clearly indicated in both of these
documents. 



Response:

Response to comment #2 at left:  Concern was raised with regard to the number of samples used
to generate this TMDL.   In order to meet Court appointed deadlines for completion of these
TMDLs, EPA was limited to using all existing and readily available data that it had at its disposal. 
The data used to develop these TMDLs were the only existing data that EPA could locate.  At
present and in the future, the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ) will monitor
water quality stations within river basins on a rotating basis at frequencies stated in the TMDL
report.  Water quality stations within the Vermilion-Teche River Basin were last sampled in 1998
and will be sampled again, on a monthly basis, in 2003.



Response:

Response to comment #3 at left:  Louisiana water quality standards state that numerical criteria
for total dissolved solids, sulfates, and chlorides “generally represent the arithmetic mean of existing
data from the nearest sampling location plus three standard deviations.”

The rationale for using average concentration to calculate the current loading is consistent with the
water quality criteria for chloride, sulfate, and TDS adopted by LDEQ.  The water quality criteria
for these parameters are based on the arithmetic mean of existing data from the nearest sampling
location plus three standard deviations.  The water quality criteria include three standard deviations
which represent the variability of the mean concentration on a long-term basis.  Therefore, the
current loading represents the average loading measured at the monitoring station based on readily
available data.

EPA used water quality criteria to calculate TMDLs and  WLAs because the water quality criteria
are the maximum allowable ambient concentrations.  Use of such criteria also provide for the most
conservative approach as it is assumed that dilution is zero.  The TMDLs are also viewed as the
maximum assimilative capacity of the stream above background. 

Whenever the average concentration is lower than the water criteria, the current loadings should be
lower than the TMDL.   As a result, no load reduction is needed.  Although the average
concentration is below the water quality criterion, some of the individual measurements could be
above the water quality standards just due to the statistical chance and temporal and spatial
variability in the measurements not accounted for in establishing the water quality criteria.

Although no load reduction will be required as a result of the TMDLs for Bayou Cocodrie (TDS)
and Bayou Teche (chlorides), no increase in loads via point and/or non-point sources will be allowed
until additional data clearly demonstrate that the criteria are not being exceeded in greater than 30%
of the measurements in either of these water bodies.  This has been clearly indicated in both of these
documents. 



Response:

Response to comment #1 at left and corresponding page:  Concern was raised with regard to the
number of samples used to generate these TMDLs.   In order to meet Court appointed deadlines for
completion of these TMDLs, EPA was limited to using all existing and readily available data that it
had at its disposal.  The data used to develop these TMDLs were the only existing data that EPA
could locate.  At present and in the future, the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
(LDEQ) will monitor water quality stations within river basins on a rotating basis at frequencies
stated in the TMDL report.  Water quality stations within the Vermilion-Teche and Mermentau
River Basins were last sampled in 1998 and will be sampled again, on a monthly basis, in 2003.



Response:

Response to comment #2 at left and corresponding page:  Louisiana water quality standards
state that numerical criteria for total dissolved solids, sulfates, and chlorides “generally represent the
arithmetic mean of existing data from the nearest sampling location plus three standard deviations.”

The rationale for using average concentration to calculate the current loading is consistent with the
water quality criteria for chloride, sulfate, and TDS adopted by LDEQ.  The water quality criteria
for these parameters are based on the arithmetic mean of existing data from the nearest sampling
location plus three standard deviations.  The water quality criteria include three standard deviations
which represent the variability of the mean concentration on a long-term basis.  Therefore, the
current loading represents the average loading measured at the monitoring station based on readily
available data.

EPA used water quality criteria to calculate TMDLs and  WLAs because the water quality criteria
are the maximum allowable ambient concentrations.  Use of such criteria also provide for the most
conservative approach as it is assumed that dilution is zero.  The TMDLs are also viewed as the
maximum assimilative capacity of the stream above background. 

Whenever the average concentration is lower than the water criteria, the current loadings should be
lower than the TMDL.   As a result, no load reduction is needed.  Although the average
concentration is below the water quality criterion, some of the individual measurements could be
above the water quality standards just due to the statistical chance and temporal and spatial
variability in the measurements not accounted for in establishing the water quality criteria.

Although no load reduction will be required as a result of the TMDLs for Bayou Cocodrie (TDS)
and Bayou Teche (chlorides), no increase in loads via point and/or non-point sources will be allowed
until additional data clearly demonstrate that the criteria are not being exceeded in greater than 30%
of the measurements in either of these water bodies.  This has been clearly indicated in both of these
documents. 



Response:



Responses to comments can be found below.



Bayou Teche TMDL for Sulfate

(1) Subsegment 060205 has been combined with the same TMDL written for subsegment 060301. 
Both subsegments now have the same TMDL as we are aware that subsegment 060301 was
extended to include subsegment 060205.

(2) Since the TMDL for subsegment 060205 was combined with the TMDL for subsegment
060301, the data in Appendix A represents water quality for the entire subsegment as it is located at
the furthest point downstream in subsegment 060301.

(3)  “259" has been corrected to read “250".

(4) Both of these corrections have been made in the TMDL.

(5) In the TMDL for subsegment 060301 (which is inclusive of subsegment 060205), the discharger
list has been modified to exclude facilities not discharging to Bayou Teche and to include
dischargers which discharge to both 060301 and the former 060205.  Based on information
provided by LDEQ, the number of dischargers in this subsegment has been changed from 21 to 16
(see Table 2 of final document).  Also, the explicit 25% margin of safety originally added to the
design flows has been removed.  In this TMDL, the margin of safety is implicit.  WLAs have been
adjusted to reflect these changes in the number of dischargers and associated design flows. 

(6) Based on flow information provided by LDEQ, the average flow has been adjusted from 885cfs
to 760cfs.  This flow value takes into account the reduction of flow between Arnaudville and
Breaux Bridge (See appendix B of final TMDL report). The TMDL has been adjusted accordingly
with this change in flow used in the calculation.  However, the load reduction remains at 14.5%.

(7) The cited reference has been removed from the reference section for this TMDL.

Bayou Teche TMDL for Chloride

(1) Subsegment 060205 has been combined with the same TMDL written for subsegment 060301. 
Both subsegments now have the same TMDL as we are aware that subsegment 060301 was
extended to include subsegment 060205.

(2) Since the TMDL for subsegment 060205 was combined with the TMDL for subsegment
060301, the data in Appendix A represents water quality for the entire subsegment as it is located at
the furthest point downstream in subsegment 060301.

(3) “259" has been corrected to read “250".



Bayou Teche TMDL for Chloride continued

(4) Both of these corrections have been made in the TMDL.

(5) In the TMDL for subsegment 060301 (which is inclusive of subsegment 060205), the discharger
list has been modified to exclude facilities not discharging to Bayou Teche and to include
dischargers which discharge to both 060301 and the former 060205.  Based on information
provided by LDEQ, the number of dischargers in this subsegment has been changed from 21 to 16
(see Table 2 of final TMDL report).  Also, the explicit 25% margin of safety originally added to the
design flows has been removed.  In this TMDL, the margin of safety is implicit.  WLAs have been
adjusted to reflect these changes in the number of dischargers and associated design flows.

(6) Based on flow information provided by LDEQ, the average flow has been adjusted from 885cfs
to 760cfs.  This flow value takes into account the reduction of flow between Arnaudville and
Breaux Bridge (See appendix B of final TMDL report).  The TMDL has been adjusted accordingly
with this change in flow used in the calculation.  However, the load reduction remains at 0%.

(7) The cited reference has been removed from the reference section for this TMDL.

White Lake TMDLs for Chlorides and TDS (Subsegment 050703)

(1) To address this comment EPA cites the following:

LAC 33:IX.1115.B.  Flow Conditions.  Except where indicated elsewhere in this Chapter, the water
quality standards specified herein shall apply during all flow conditions greater than the critical
flows defined in LAC 33:IX.1115.C.  

LAC 33:IX.1115.C.8.  For chlorides, sulfates, and total dissolved solids (TDS), criteria are to be
met below the point of discharge after complete mixing.  Because criteria are developed over a long-
term period, harmonic mean flow will be applied for mixing.

EPA’s interpretation of these regulations are that harmonic mean flow is recommended to calculate
dilution due to headwater  flow below the point of discharge after complete mixing. However, in
calculating WLAs for individual point source dischargers, dilution due to headwater is assumed to
be zero (i.e., no mixing zone was allowed) and the water quality standards should be met at the end-
of-pipe .  Since the TMDLs require that the point sources and the non-point sources should meet the
water quality standards at the point of discharge, the ambient water quality standards will be met at
all flow conditions greater than the critical flows.  The average flow used in the TMDLs with zero
dilution provides a conservative level of protection at or above the harmonic mean flow which
allows dilution.

(2) and (3) EPA appreciates the comments.  EPA will recalculate flow values as necessary during
the implementation phase of these TMDLs. 



(4) We appreciate the comment, but EPA believes the TMDL calculations are acceptable.  As such,
EPA also believes the margin of safety for these TMDLs is covered by the conservative assumptions
of the TMDL calculations. 

(5) On July 14, 2000, President Clinton signed the Military Construction Appropriations Bill which
includes a rider prohibiting the obligation or expenditure of funds made available for fiscal years
2000 and 2001 to implement the new TMDL rule.  Because implementation plans, and the
development and/or approval by EPA of implementation plans is part of the new TMDL rule, it is
EPA's interpretation that implementation will not be included in EPA developed TMDLs.  Therefore
this TMDL will not address how Catfish Point and Schooner Bayou control structures will be
operated to implement the White Lake TMDL.

Comments on Indian Creek and Indian Creek Reservoir TMDL for Temperature

(1)EPA appreciates the comment.  However, EPA believes the use of degrees C or degrees Kelvin is
immaterial to the outcome of this TMDL.  The difference in % load reduction using degrees Kelvin
is due to the mathematical factor used to convert units from degrees C to degrees Kelvin.  No real
improvement to the TMDL or current load estimate is apparent using degrees Kelvin.  Also, EPA
assumes that the three processes for transfer of heat: conduction, radiation, and evaporation,
effectively cancel each other out and do not factor into the heat load reduction calculation.

(2) Once again, EPA assumes that the three processes for transfer of heat: conduction, radiation, and
evaporation, effectively cancel each other out and do not factor into the heat load reduction
calculation.  Also, EPA does not agree that QUAL2E is an appropriate model for use in lakes.

(3) EPA believes that use of the average flow is appropriate in this TMDL.

(4) Once again, EPA assumes that the three processes for transfer of heat: conduction, radiation, and
evaporation, effectively cancel each other out and do not factor into the heat load reduction
calculation.  Also, EPA does not agree that QUAL2E is an appropriate model for use in lakes.

(5) We appreciate the comment, but EPA believes the TMDL calculations are acceptable.  As such,
EPA also believes the margin of safety for these TMDLs is covered by the conservative assumptions
of the TMDL calculations. 

(6) On July 14, 2000, President Clinton signed the Military Construction Appropriations Bill which
includes a rider prohibiting the obligation or expenditure of funds made available for fiscal years
2000 and 2001 to implement the new TMDL rule.  Because implementation plans, and the
development and/or approval by EPA of implementation plans is part of the new TMDL rule, it is
EPA's interpretation that implementation will not be included in EPA developed TMDLs.



Bayou Cocodrie TMDL for TDS (Subsegments 060201 and 060202)

The summary comments at left appear to have been iterated more explicitly by those comments
enumerated under “Noted problems”.  Therefore, EPA will address only the enumerated comments
below.

(1) This correction has been made to the TMDL report.

(2) The additional TDS load listed in the Executive Summary was removed from this TMDL report. 
The WLAs and LAs were re-calculated based on the current load, as opposed to the TMDL (see
Section 3).  Although no load reduction will be required as a result of this TMDL, no increase in
loads via point and/or non-point sources will be allowed until additional data clearly demonstrate
that the criteria are not being exceeded in greater than 30% of the measurements in this water body. 
This has been clearly indicated in Section 3 of this report.

To address the comment concerning average flow, EPA provides the following:

LAC 33:IX.1115.B.  Flow Conditions.  Except where indicated elsewhere in this Chapter, the water
quality standards specified herein shall apply during all flow conditions greater than the critical
flows defined in LAC 33:IX.1115.C.  

LAC 33:IX.1115.C.8.  For chlorides, sulfates, and total dissolved solids (TDS), criteria are to be
met below the point of discharge after complete mixing.  Because criteria are developed over a long-
term period, harmonic mean flow will be applied for mixing.

EPA’s interpretation of these regulations are that harmonic mean flow is recommended to calculate
dilution due to headwater  flow below the point of discharge after complete mixing. However, in
calculating WLAs for individual point source dischargers, dilution due to headwater is assumed to
be zero (i.e., no mixing zone was allowed) and the water quality standards should be met at the end-
of-pipe .  Since the TMDLs require that the point sources and the non-point sources should meet the
water quality standards at the point of discharge, the ambient water quality standards will be met at
all flow conditions greater than the critical flows.  The average flow used in the TMDLs with zero
dilution provides a conservative level of protection at or above the harmonic mean flow which
allows dilution.

(3) Table 1 has been corrected to reflect land use acreages for segment 0602 as listed in LDEQ’s
1993 Non-point Source Pollution Assessment Report. 

(4)This correction has been made to the TMDL report.

(5) The reference to sanitary wastewater has been removed from this paragraph in Section 2.3.

(6) We refer to the response to comment #2 above in response to the comment regarding EPA’s use
of average flow as opposed to harmonic mean flow.

In response to the comment concerning calculation of average flow in these subsegments, EPA will
recalculate flow values as necessary during the implementation phase of these TMDLs. 



(7)(A) We refer to the response to comment #2 above in response to the comment regarding EPA’s
use of average flow as opposed to harmonic mean flow.

(7)(A)(1) and (2) EPA believes that because we are looking at average annual streamflow, and
assuming that outflow from Cocodrie Lake is equal to inflow over the long term, the average flow
used in this TMDL appropriately accounts for headwater flows (including Cocodrie Lake) on an
annual basis.

(7)(B) The entire WLA was allocated to one discharger because this was the only discharger that
could be located in this subsegment.  No other dischargers have been provided with LDEQ’s
comment so we must still assume that this is the only discharger present.  As stated in the TMDL
report, there will be a need to include TDS limits in permit requirements based upon a wasteload
allocation resulting from this TMDL unless it can be demonstrated that TDS is not present in the
discharger’s effluent.  If, as LDEQ has indicated, there is little or no TDS being discharged in the
listed discharger’s effluent, wasteloads can be taken from the stated WLA and reserved for future
growth in the area.  This consideration should be addressed during the implementation phase of this
TMDL.

(7)(C) EPA believes that conservative assumptions should allow for future growth during the
implementation phase of this TMDL.  If, as LDEQ has indicated, there is little or no TDS being
discharged in the listed discharger’s effluent, wasteloads can be taken from the stated WLA and
reserved for future growth in the area.

(7)(D) EPA does not believe WQ site #0312 (Lake Chicot north of Ville Platte) is representative of
these subsegments as it is not on the mainstem of Bayou Cocodrie, is located within subsegment
060302, and is a lake station.  

(7)(E) EPA believes more equitable WLAs and LAs may be achievable during the implementation
phase of these TMDLs when the existing TDS discharge concentrations from point sources are
known.  If, as LDEQ has indicated, there is little or no TDS being discharged in the listed
discharger’s effluent, wasteloads can be taken from the stated WLA and reserved for future growth
in the area or re-allocated to non point sources.

(7)(F)  EPA believes that the instream concentration of 96.22 mg/l adequately accounts for
headwater loads.

(7)(G)(1) EPA believes that because we are looking at average annual streamflow, and assuming
that outflow from Cocodrie Lake is equal to inflow over the long term, the average flow used in
this TMDL appropriately accounts for headwater flows (including Cocodrie Lake) on an annual
basis.

(7)(G)(2) EPA appreciates the comment and will consider this approach in the future during
implementation of this TMDL.



(7)(H) We expanded the possibility for the discharge to be something other than sanitary wastewater
in section 3.3 given the probability that the discharger primarily discharges cooling water. 
However, it has been stated in Section 3.3 that there will still be a need to include TDS limits in
permit requirements based upon a wasteload allocation resulting from this TMDL unless it can be
demonstrated that TDS is not present in discharger effluent.

(7)(I) There will be a need to include TDS limits in permit requirements based upon a wasteload
allocation resulting from this TMDL unless it can be demonstrated that TDS is not present in
discharger effluent.  The limit to be used in the 100mg/l criterion concentration that must be met at
end-of-pipe in order for water quality standards to be met.

(8) EPA believes that conservative assumptions should allow for future growth during the
implementation phase of this TMDL.  If, as LDEQ has indicated, there is little or no TDS being
discharged in the listed discharger’s effluent, wasteloads can be taken from the stated WLA and
reserved for future growth in the area.

Vermilion River TMDL for Sulfate (Subsegments 060801 and 060802)

(1) “259" has been corrected to read “250".

(2) Although the water quality station on Ruth Canal was listed as a data source in the draft TMDL,
it was not used to develop the TMDL.  All references to this water quality station throughout this
report have been removed. 

To address the comment regarding the use of the average flow as opposed to the harmonic mean
flow, EPA cites the following:

LAC 33:IX.1115.B.  Flow Conditions.  Except where indicated elsewhere in this Chapter, the water
quality standards specified herein shall apply during all flow conditions greater than the critical
flows defined in LAC 33:IX.1115.C.  

LAC 33:IX.1115.C.8.  For chlorides, sulfates, and total dissolved solids (TDS), criteria are to be
met below the point of discharge after complete mixing.  Because criteria are developed over a long-
term period, harmonic mean flow will be applied for mixing.

EPA’s interpretation of these regulations are that harmonic mean flow is recommended to calculate
dilution due to headwater  flow below the point of discharge after complete mixing. However, in
calculating WLAs for individual point source dischargers, dilution due to headwater is assumed to
be zero (i.e., no mixing zone was allowed) and the water quality standards should be met at the end-
of-pipe .  Since the TMDLs require that the point sources and the non-point sources should meet the
water quality standards at the point of discharge, the ambient water quality standards will be met at
all flow conditions greater than the critical flows.  The average flow used in the TMDLs with zero
dilution provides a conservative level of protection at or above the harmonic mean flow which
allows dilution.

The list of point sources has been changed to reflect those listed in LDEQ’s 1999 Review and
Assessment of the 1987 Vermilion River Watershed TMDL for Dissolved Oxygen.  WLAs have
been changed to reflect this change.

(3) The list of primary crops in the Basin have been changed in the TMDL report to reflect those
listed.



(4) Average annual precipitation has been changed from 57 to 58.36 inches.

(5) Table 1 has been changed to reflect land use acreages in segment 0608 as listed in LDEQ’s 1993
Non-point Source Assessment Report.

(6) Agriculture has been added as an additional designated use for these subsegments.

(7) Additional potential sources from the 1999 Court Ordered 303(d) List have been added to the
report.

(8) The list of point sources has been changed to reflect those listed in LDEQ’s 1999 Review and
Assessment of the 1987 Vermilion River Watershed TMDL for Dissolved Oxygen.  WLAs have
been changed to reflect this change.

(9) EPA appreciates the comment.

(10) We refer to the response to comment (2) above in response to the comment regarding EPA’s
use of average flow as opposed to harmonic mean flow.

Flow information for the Vermilion River at Surrey Street was received by EPA from LDEQ in a
fax dated 1/27/2000.  EPA will defer to LDEQ as to how that flow was developed.



(10) (continued) Although the water quality station on Ruth Canal was listed as a data source in the
draft TMDL, it was not used to develop the TMDL.  All references to this water quality station
throughout this report have been removed. EPA utilized water quality station 0677 (Vermilion
River North of Intracoastal City).

Equation 1 is complete as shown.  However, the units (lb/day) on the conversion factors (5.39 and
8.34) were unnecessary and have been removed from the report.

EPA used average flows in this TMDL.  We defer to the response to comment (2) above for the
rationale behind using average flow values.  Flow information for the Vermilion River at Surrey
Street was received by EPA from LDEQ in a fax dated 1/27/2000.

(11) The list of references has been amended to reflect data sources used for the development of this
TMDL.

(12) Flow information for the Vermilion River at Surrey Street was received by EPA from LDEQ in
a fax dated January 27, 2000.  EPA will defer to LDEQ as to how that flow was developed.  We
agree that no methodology is actually found in Appendix B.  Appendix B has been re-titled as “Flow
Information” to better reflect the information described.  




